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v , vnited Jiptes Region8 . Colorads. Montana,
T ey -Unyienpmeital Protection Sulte 103 N North Dakota,
Aganay 1860 Lincoln St. . South Dakots,
' Denver, 00, 20255 Utah, " l/ommg

- SEFPA 350008 pargre p/

'RECEIVED
JUN 12 58D R

REFr BAH-A JUN 17 1960
CERTIFIED MAIL - P0D3675286
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
CFPO :
DIST {CQAT
PP X Mr. Joseph C, Fackrell
BRO Project Manager -
ors X | Intermountain Power Project
FA Post Office Box BB
RCB I Sandy, Utah 84070 .
Bc X
715 It ] Dear Mr. Fackrell:
JCE T, ‘
oy Ne have completed final review of your application to construct and
Hin operate a 3,000 megawatt power plant near Lynndyl, Utah, and hereby issue
™A conditional approval pursuvant to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
5 revention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quaiity regu]at1ons 40
FR CFR Section 32.21 (as amended 43 FR 26388).
HrL
jﬁﬁ”;ﬁr” The conditional permit shall become effective in accordance with
THM Article IV of the enclosed permit, Construction and operation may not take
RN place if this permit or any part thereof is rejected.
N a8
NI 5 If you have any guestions, please contact Mr. John T. Dale of my staff
—i{x{<} at (303) 837-3763.
) XX i
T ] Sincerely yours, /
'l §2 F2F .
Wi XX 4 v T . ’//f
ALE 1 - L o aw’d
PER JHA Robert I, Duprey, Niractor ¢
Ao Air and Hazardous Materials Division

Enclasures

¢cc: Mr. John Avalos v
Mr. Brent C. Bradford, Bureau of Air Quality
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CONDITIONAL PERMIT TO
COMMENCE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATE

40 CFR-52.21(1), as amended June 19, 1978 (43 FR 26388)
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality -
' Review of New Sources :

Intermountain Power Project
Four 750 MW Units
Lynndyl Site

I. INTRODUCTION

Intermountain Power Project (hereinafter "the Company") plans to construct
four 750 (net) megawatt coal fired electric generating units (hereinafter "the
Source") 11 miles west of Lynndyl, Utah.

On July 7, 1977, the Company requested from the U, S. Environmental

Protection Agency, Region VIII (hereinafter "EPAY), permission to construct
the Source at a location near Hanksville, Utah, which was called the Salt Wash
site, The Company was notified on December 8, 1977, that all atmospheric
diffusion modeling indicated that the Class ] sulfur dioxide afr quality
increments would be exceeded in the Capitol Reef National Park area, Some of
the modeling studies also indicated violations of the Class Il increments on
elevated terrain. The Company requested that EPA hold the review in abeyance
on January 9, 1978,

The Company requested EPA to consider the Lynndyl site for the power plant on
August 7, 1978, Additional information was submitted regarding the Lynndyl
site on October 2, 1978. A contractor, PEDCo Environmental, Inc., was
selected by EPA to help with the best available control technology (BACT)
review and requested some clarifying information about the plant on April 30,
1979, The Company provided this information on August 17, 1979, A public
hearing was held in Salt Lake City on January 10, 1980. Public comments were
requested during the periods of December 13 through January 17 and March 27
through April 17, 1980. X : ’

A partial listing of information considered by EPA in its review is contained
in appendix I. A summary of written comments appears in appendix II.

I1. FINDINGS

On the basis of information in the administrative record (see appendix I for
partial Tisting), EPA has determined that:

(1) The Company, through application of BACT as defined in 40 CFR,
Sectfon 52.21(b)(10), will 1imit emissions from the four units
as set forth in III below;
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The Intermountain Power Project emissions will not cause ex-
ceedences of applicable air quality increments;

>

Violations of the national ambient air quality standards will
not be caused or exacerbated by the facility;

EPA has good reason to believe that the Company can comply
with the conditions of this permit. However, in the fssuance
of this permit, EPA does not assume any risk of loss which may
occur as a result of the commencement of construction and
operation by the Company, if conditions of this permit are not
met by the Company. ' ' :

III. CONDITIONAL PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE

On the basis of the findings set forth in II above, and pursuant to the
authority (as delegated by the Administrator) of 40 CFR 52.21(r)(2), EPA
hereby grants conditional approval for the Intermountain Power Project to
commence construction and operation of four 750 MW coal fired electric gen=
erating units. This approval is expressly conditioned as follows:

(1)

(2)

Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere
sulfur dioxide at a rate exceeding:

(a) 0.150 pounds per million Btu heat ipput as averaged over 30
successive boiler operating days, and

(b) 10 percent of the potential combustion concentration
(90 percent reduction) as averaged over 30 successive boiler
operating days. .

(¢} Compliance with the emission limitations of this condition
shall be based solely on data from the Continucus Emission
Monitors (CEM) as provided for in condition 4 and appendix II1
of this permit. Compliance with the percent reduction
requirements of (1)(b) may be based on a combination of CEM and
fuel analysis data as provided for in 40 CFR 60, appendix A,
method la. in place of CEM's at the inlet and outlet of the
sulfur control device.

Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere
particulate matter at a rate exceeding:

(a) 0.020 pounds per million Btu heat input, as averaged over 8
hours (minimum) of reference method testing, and

(b) Opacity of 20 percent, as averaged over each separate §-minute
period, except for one 6-minute period per hour of not more
than 27 percent opacity. . i

DT

IP10_003598



Vi/s7vVaers ov
B v e

.

a &

>

Rl L& 4 ikl AMVV VVE vVIvV

(3)

(4)

-3-

(¢) Compliance with part (a) of this condition shall be as provided
for in 40 CFR 60, appendix A, method 5. Four (4) 2~hour runs
shall be conducted as provided for in 60.8 of appendix I1l~.-
Campliance with part (b) shall be as provided for in 40 CFR 60,
appendix A, method 9 and data from CEM undar condition (4) and
appendix III of this permit.

Each unit shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere
nitrogen oxides, expressed as N0s, at a rate exceeding 0.550

pounds per million Bty heat input based on a 30-day rolling
average. Compliance with this emission Jimit shall be based solely
on CEM data as provided for in condition (4) and appendix III of
this permit. ‘

A continuous monitoring system for measuring opacity, optical
density, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and diluent shall be
installed, calibrated, maintained, and operated by the owner or
operator. Procedures to be followed for (1) testing, monitoring,
and reporting of excess emissions of particulates, opacity, sulfur
dioxide, and nitrogen oxides, and for (2) the purposes of demon-
strating compliance with the emission limitations of conditions (1),
(2), and (3) are specified in the applicable sections of 40 CFR
60.7, 60.8, 60.11, 60,13, subpart Da, and Reference Methods Performe
ance Specification Nos. 1, 2, and 3, of 40 CFR Part 60, appendices A
and B, as is amended by appendix III of this permit, and which is
incorporated as a part of this condition by reference. Production-
weighted values referred to in appendix III are not applicable to
this permit,

A quality control program for the continuous monitoring system must
be developed and implemented. As a minimum, the quality control

program must have written procedures for each of the following
activities:

(a) Installation of CEM's
(b) Calibration of CEM's

(c) Zero and calibration checks and adjustments for CEM's

(d) Preventive maintenance for CEM's (including parts inventory)

(e) Data recording and reporting

(f) Program of corrective action for inoperable CEM's

(g) Annual evaluation of CEM system |

The quality control program must bé described in detail, suitably

dggumented, and approved by EPA Regfon VIII's Quality Assurance

P, . .!- - . .
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(5) (a) The Company shall submit to EPA all plans which relate to the

(b)

[ Pt

design, enginearing, and operation for the Source’s particue
late, NOy and SOz control systems. The finformation shall +-
include, at a minimum, a description of the system's operation,
major dasign parameters, and efficiency or emission rate quar-
antees, Such information should, in addition, be accompanied
by at least one complete unpriced copy of the contract the
Company plans to accept for the purchase or construction of the
systems. This information will be submitted within 30 days
after receipt of the executed contract by the Company. .

Should EPA, jin its discretion, determine that the Company's
final plans contain insufficient information to permit an
independent evaluation of this system, it shall so notify the
Company within 30 days after receiving the plans. The Company
shall have 30 days thereafter to submit further design, engi-
neering, and operating data. If, after reviewing these further
data, EPA determines that there sti1l is insufficient informa-
tion or determines that the system will not enable the Company
to meat and demonstrate compliance with the emission 1imits and
conditions set forth in this permit, the EPA and the Company
may meet within 60 days of this determination to discuss alter-
native control options. Pursuant to these discussions, EPA and
the Company may determine a schedule for development and sub-
mittal of information on additional and/or modified control
systems which will enable compliance with the emissions 1imits
and conditions set forth in this permit. EPA shall review this
additional information to determine whether the revised system
will enable the Company to meet and demonstrate compliance with
the emission Timits and conditions set forth in this permit,
If, after reviewing this further information, EPA determines
that the additional and/or madified control system will not
enable compliance with the emission 1imits and conditions set
forth in this permit, then this permit to construct and opsrate
may, upon notification of the Company, be denied ab initio.
Failure by EPA to take such action shall not, however, consti-
tute an endorsement of the methods chosen by the Company to
reduce air emissions; nor shall such failure guarantee that
these methods will, in fact, enable the Company to meet the
condition of this permit., Any determination that the informa-
tion submittad is insufficient or that the proposed control
system will not enable compliance shall be accompanied by a
written statement of reasons, identifying the criteria applied .
and the factors considered. Onsite construction of any major
equipment shall not commence before the control equipment
design has been evaluated and approved by EPA.

No coal shall be burned which is jncompatible with the
Company's control equipment design. Coal quality data shall be
submitted within 30 days after it becomes available and shall
include variations in quality as well as average data. This
coal quality data shall include the following:

4 o ] P e -
B v . Sy . \
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(i) Mine locations

L s

(i1} Quantity of coal expected from each location
(i11) How the coal will be mined, handled, and shipped

(fv) Data base used to calculate avaerage and worst case coal
quatlity

{v) = Worst case coal quality that could be delivered over a
. 30-day period

(vi) How any blending of the coal will naturally or inten-
tionally occur ?1f applicable)

(vii) Contract guarantees for each coal supply

(vii1) How non-specification coal will be stored, handled, and
blended {if applicable)

(ix) Coal quality values shall include Btu value, sulfur
content, ash content, and moisture content

Dust control on unpaved roads shall be accomplished by the applica-
tion of chemical stabilizing agents supplemented with water. The
water and chemicals shall be added at a rate and frequency to mini-
mize visible emissions when vehicles are using the roads, Records
will be kept on the type, amount, and frequency that the chemicals
are applied.

The emission. control equipment presented in the application for
handling the coal, Time, and ash shall be utilized, Records will be
kept of the type of wet suppression used and the rate of application.

This authority to construyct and operate the Source does not relieve
the Applicant of the obligation to comply with all other applicable
federal, state or local regulations.

The Company shall prepare an air quality monitoring plan that will
determine the impact of Source emissions on air quality. The Utah
State Division of Health (Bureau of Air Quality) shall approve the
site locations, instrumentation, duration of data collection, and
determine if the plan should be implemented, A1l air quality moni-
toring must conform to the requirements of 40 CFR part 58. As part
of the air quality monitoring program, a quality control program

 must be developed and implemented and consist of policies, proce-

dures, specifications, standards and documentation necessary to:

(a) Meet the monitoring objectives and quality assurance requires
ments of the permit granting authority,

et vk K . .
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{b) Minimize Toss of air quality data due to malfunctions or
out-of-control conditions. v

« = =(10)--Comp1 ance pPOV'iS"iOﬂS for - conditions (1—-):"’1-..:(.23":" i ahd-{3) ‘shall ‘be “fn
accordance with the appropriate sections in 40 CFR 60.46a.

(11) The owner or operator shall abide by all presentations, statements
of intent, and agreements contained in IPP's application and in all
additions, modifications, and corrections therato, as presented for
publi¢c inspection, .

IV. GENERAL

This permit is issued in reliance upon the accuracy and completeness of the
information set forth in the Company's application to EPA for permission to
conmence constryction. The conditions herein become, upon the effective date
of this permit, enforceable by EPA pursuant to any remedies it now has, or
may in the future have, under the Clean Air Act. FEach and every condition is
jmmediately effective unless within ten (10) days after receipt you notify
this Regional Office in writing (Attention: Norman A. Huey, 8AH-A) that the
permit or a4 term or condition thereof is rejected. Such notice should
include the reason or reasons for rejection.

The United States Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit has issued a ruling
in the case of Alabama Power Co, vs. Douglas M. Costle (78-1006 and
consolidatad cases) which has significant impact on the EPA pravention of
significant deterioration (PSD) program. The applicant is hereby advised
that this permit may be subject to reevaluation as a result of the final
Court decision and its ultimate effect,

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VIII .

BY:

IP10_003602
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. APPENDIX 1

DESCRIPTION -

Westinghouse Electric Corp. (A, Roffman) to £PA
0. Henderson) - = = - ov

Westinghouse Mgating Handout

Intermountain Power Project (IPP) Modeling Meating Report
(D. Henderson) .

Department of Interior - Canyonlands and Capitol Reef .
National Park to Become Class @ Areas (C. Andrus)

Department of Interior - Notice of Possible Redesignation
(J. Henneberger)

IPP (J. Fackrell) Application for a PSD Permit at the -

Salt Wash Site

(a) Volumes @ through V of the IPP Preliminary Engfneering
and Feasibility Study Report

EPA (J. Green) to IPP (J. Anthony)

EPA (F. Longenberger) Memo About Request for Additicnal
Information .

Longenberger) Memo
Henderson) to BLM (J. Littlejohn)

EPA (F.
EPA (D.

Anthony) Supplemental Permit Application Informa-
EPA (J. Green)

Air Modeling Task Force Meeting Minutes

tion to

EPA (D. Henderson) Meeting Report
EPA (N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony)
EPA (N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony)
EPA (F.
EPA (0. Henderson) Air Quality Estimates

Longenberger) Enginesring Review

Daté

04.19-75

05-03-76

05~06-76

06~14-77
06-14-77

07-01-77

07-07-77
07-29-77

08-01-77
08-08-77
08-10-77

08-30-77
09-15-77
09-21-77
10-12-77
10-21-77
11-14-77

bR
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18.
19.
20.
21,

23.

24

.

- 23,

26.

27,

28.

29.

30.

»31

32.

A eeE R YW e e eMas W EwWWV YW e Wwos v

1.2
EPA (N. Huey) Permit Status Report

IPP (J. Fackrell) Request to Hold Permit Applfcation in
...Abgyance to EPA: (D ‘Wagoner) ..

IPP (J. Anthony) to H. E. Cramer Co. (J. Bowers)

IPP (J. Fackrell) Application for a PSD Permit at the

Lynndyl Site to EPA (A, Merson)

(a) Caleulated Air Quality Impact of the Emissions from
the Proposed IPP Power Plant 'at the Lynndyl Site

IPP (J. Fackrell) to Utah Bureau of Air Quality (A. Rickers)

IPP
EPA

EPA (N. Huey) to Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (J. Avalos)

J. Anthony) Supplemental Information submitted to
F. Longenberger)

IPP (J. Anthony) to PEDCa Envirommental Sarvices (J. Zoller)

(a) Volume I through V of the IPP Preliminary Engineering
and FeasibiTity Study

(b) Calculated Air Quality Impact of the Emissions from
the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lynndyl Site

IpP (J. Anthony) Notification that Proposed Lynndyl Site
would be moved 1800 feet to EPA (J. Rakers)

PEDCo Envirommental, Ine, (J. Zoller) Request Supplemental
Information to Los AngeTes Department of Water and Power

(J. Avales)

" 1pp Preliminary Engineer1ng and Feasibility Study Volume
VI .- Lynndyl Alternative Site

H. E. Cramer Company (J. Bowers) Final Report on the V151-
bi1ity Impacts of the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the
Lynndyl Site to EPA (N. Huey)

BLM Draft Environmental Statement for the Intermountain
Power Project .

IPP (J. Anthony) Response te PEDCo Questions to EPA
(J. Rakers)

Inc. (J. Zoller) BACT ‘Determination

3
’ L4
’ .

PEDCo Envirommental,
to EPA (N. Huey)

12-13-77

01-05-78

07-~06-78
07-25-78

07-25-78
09-26-78

10-26-78

01-29-79

04-13-79

04-30~79

04-79

" 06-18-79

08-09~79

10-25-79

-
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42.

45,
45,

47,

49.
50,

51.

EPA (J. Dale) to Los Angeles Department of Water and
Powaer (J, Avales)

EPA (R. Dupray) proposed permit and analysis to IPP
(J. Fackrell) .

Public Notice in the Millard County Chronicle
Public Notice in the Salt Lake City Tribune

Transcript of Public Hearing held on January 10, 1980 -

IPP (J. Anthony) comments about proposed permit to EPA
{N. Huey)

IPP (J. Anthony) request for delay in issuring the PSD permit
to EPA -(R. Duprey)

IPP {J. Anthony) request to reopen pulic comment period so
they might submit additional comments to EPA (N. Huey)

Public Notice in the Millard County Chronicle

IPP (J. Anthony) comments on proposed PSD permit conditions

to EPA (N. Huey)

EPA (R. Duprey) regquest for technical assistance regarding
BACT for NOx to EPA (W. Barber and J. Burchard)

Transcript qf meeting between EPA and IPP

State of Utah (A. Rickers) to EPA (N. Huey)

4pPP (J. Anthony) coal quality letter to EPA (N, Huey)
EPA-(N. Huey) to IPP (J. Anthony)

Hunton and williams (H, Nickel) comments on proposed IPP
parmit to ERA (N. Huay)

KvE (D. Baker) comments an proposed IPP permit to EPA
(N. Huey)

EPA (J. Burchard and W. Barber) technical assistance
regarding IPP to EPA (R. Duprey)

Stearns-Roger (0. Packnett) to EPA (N. Huey)

.
!

VL L

10-31-79
12-07-79

12-13-70

12-14-79
1-10-80
1-10-80
12480

3-21-80

3-27-80
4-1-80

4-01-80

4-08-80
4-14-80
-4-17-80
4-23-80
" 4-17-80

4-17-80
4-21-80

4-24-80
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52.
53.

54.
§5.

EPA (J. Dale) technical memo
EPA (D. Lachapelle) clarification of 0.55 NOy emission

_EPA (W. McClave) telaphone memo. . . ..

EPA (R. Fisher) technical memo

WVLE

5-21-80
' 5.22-30
§-22.80
5-30~80
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. INTERMOUNTAIN POWER PROJECT
APPLICATION ANALYSIS

January 25, 1980

A. Applicability Detarwination -

""" The proposed Intarmountain Power Project (IPP) will consist of Four coal
Fired olzactrical power units that will generate 750 megawatts each for a
total of 3,000 megawatts. Emissions from the Source will be from the two
main stacks, coal handling, lime handling, ash handling, and haul roads.

Estimated emissions from the proposed operations are as follows:
PARTICULATES
L Potential - Actual Allowable
Oneration (tons/yr) (tons/yr)  {tons/yr)
Two-stacks 939,552 2,120 3,348
Coal Unloading 200 3 - N/A .
Coal Crushing 758 1.5 N/A
Coal Conveying 250 2% " N/A
Conveyor Transfer 500 6 N/A
Coal Storage 1,208 120.8 N/A
Lime Transfer and Storage 17 0.1 N/A
Ash Silo Unloading 9,390 94 N/A
| Haul Roads 341 5 N/A
st Total Particulates 952,208 2,375.4
‘Other pollutants are only emitted from the main stacks and are estimated
as Tollows:
' Potential Actual Allowable
. Pollutant , (tons/yr} (tons/vr) . {tons/yr)
$07 164,032 16,404 49,210
NOx 98,195 61,371 61,371~
co - 5,468 5,468 N/A
HC 1,641 1,641 N/A
The proposed IPP plant is subject to review as required under Section
52.21 (1) for emissians of particulates, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides,
carbon dioxide and hydrocarbons.
—
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8. Application Overview

NN ' A revised PSD permit application was received on August 7, 1978, for the
bt presosed Lynndyl site. Additional information was requested and recsived
d the following year. The last date that information was provided was
ugust 17, 1979 The proposed plant is being reviewed in accordance with the
];ev?n7;on of Significant Deterioration Regulations as promulgated on June
» 1978. ‘

1
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C. Contrnl Technology Review

. A control technology review must consider particulate matter, sulfur
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and hydrocarbons., The proposed
plant has been reviewed and it has been determinad that applicable State
Implementation Plan emission limitations, and emission standards under 40 CFR
Part 60 and Part 61 will be met (see Attachment No. 1)}.

Process emissions of carbon monoxide and hydrdcarbons ave assumed to
meet the best available control technology (BACT) requirements because no
control technology fs available.

The Weir horizontal scrubber is expected to achieve a 90 percent removal
of sulfur dioxide emissions and result in 0.15 1bs/MM Btu at the expected
~worst fuel sulfur content. Current New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
would require 70 percent remgval of S0; emissions.

— Particulate emissions are exbected not to exceed 0.02 1bs/MM Btu with
the yse of the hot side ESP followed by the horizontal scrubber, NSPS limit
particulate emissions to 0.03 1b/MM Btu. .

Nitrogen oxides emissions are expected to meet and amission limit of

0.55 1bs/MM Btu., Although much of the coal burned may be clasgsified as - I ¢
bituminous, which would be allowed an emission limit of 0.6 1bs/MM Btu under S
NSPS,” the sylfur content will remain low (less than one percent), Therefore, L.
tube wastage should not pose the same problem as with high sulfur (Eastern) yo o
. bituminous c¢oals when the boiler operations creates a reducing atmosphere ’g(v‘_‘, /
which often accompanies low NOy operation. Tests have indicated that an Yol
existing plant, burning coal similar to that which IPP will burn, achieves a ° O;Q:Eﬁﬂ
N0, emission limit of 0.54 1bs/MM Btu on a 30-day average without excessive N &
slagging problems, The allowable emission limit required to meet BACT o
requirements should therefore be 0.55 Tbs/MM Btu when the low sulfur

bituminous coal is being burned,

Particulate emissions from the coal handling operations will be control-
led by using. enclosures, water sprays with a surfactant, surface crusting
agents, and fabric filters. Transfer and handling of lime will have emis-
sions vented into a fabric filter, A hydro-mixer will be needed to add water
to dry ash which will help control fly ash emissions, The landfilled fly ash

4
¢
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and-SO sludge will be stabilized to minimize emissions during unloading
operations. Any unpaved roads should have emissions controlied by the
additfon of chemical dust suppressants and supplemented with watar.

It is EPA's. opinion.that .the IPP's,proposal for the plant along with
conditions imposed by the PSD permit represents BACT as required by the PSD
regulations (see Attachment #1).

D. Stack Heights

The degrae of emission limitation required for control of any air pol- :
lytant under the PSD regulations shall not be affected in any manner by a >
stack height which exceeds good enginesring practice. The haeight of the two h A
main stacks at the IPP plant were planned to ba 750 feet when the plant was c;?? &
to be at the Salt Wash site, The planned stack height was changfg_ég,,.,-ﬂ- -
710 feet when the plant location was changed to the Lynndyl site tod ~o¥
engineering practice (GEP) for the stack heights is defined by a hefght not o
over the height of a nearby structure plus one and a half times the lesser egp“#,
dimension (height or width) of the nearby structure. The height of the
go;}ers is less than the width of the hoilers. GEP for the IPP plant is as *

ollows: ' : :

GEP = 2.5 (height of boilers)
GEP = 2.5 (284 feet) = 710 feet _
The air quality impact was determined using the GEP stack heights.

L ¥

E. .Air Quality Models

Title 40, Part 52, Section 52.21(m) requires that agmbient impact anal-
yses shall be based on diffusion models specified in.the "Guidelines on Air
Quality Madels* (0AQPS 1,2-080). The applicant did not use a "Guideline"
model but EPA Region VIII .did use CRSTER, a “Guideline" model, to
substantiate the applicant's results for both 24 and 3-hour impacts.

The annual impact is predicted by the applicant's model to be very

small. EPA concurs with these results but has not used a "Guideline® mode}
to substantiate this.

F. Air Quality Review

Maintenance of NAAQS

Available ambient monitoring data taken near the proposed site have
shown occasional violations of the 24-hour TSP standard while measyred

. ¢
’
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concentrations are well within the national annual standard (45 ug/m3 at

the highest site). The occasional short-term violatfons are caused by rural
fugitive dust uncontaminated by industrial pollution and do not occur under
cengitions when the proposed facility s expectad to have its highest contri-
bution (6 ug/m?). Thus, the proposed facility would net-contribute to ..
violations of the nmational standards.

Maintenance of the Inéggmpnts

At the points of maximum impacts of the stack emissions in Class I and
Class II areas, the analysis -shows that there woyld be no violations of the
appliceble increments. A summary of the air quality analysis is contained in
attachment 2. For fugitive emission impacts on Class II areas, see Response
1f of appendix II. -

&, Monitoring

Pre-construction monitoring under 52.21(n) should not be required
because the PSD application was not submitted after August 7, 1978,

A post-construction ambient air quality monitoring plan will be prepared
for S0z and particulate matter to determine the impact that plant emissions
are having on the air quality., The duration of data collection, site
locations, and instrumentation requirements will be approved by the Utah
State Division of Health (Bureau of Air Quality). .

H. Additional Impact Analysis

Visibility

Information concerning the visibility impact arcund the Lynndyl Sita is
contained in a report dated June 1979 and entitled "Calculated Visibility
Impacts of Emissions from the Proposed IPP Power Plant at the Lynndyl Site.®

EPA has reviewed this information and is of the opinion that the results
of the visibility impact calculations do not indicate a need to change the
design of the IPP plant or deny the permit,

Sails and Veqetation

IPP discussed additional jmpacts that would result on soils, vegetation
and air quality because of the plant and associated growth in a Jetter datad
September 26, 1978. It was concluded from the study that the impact would be

_nondatectable.

General Growth

The analysis included the impact from the: normal workeday operating

force of 475 people. Access roads to and from the plant are paved so that

"
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traffic associated fugitive dust emissions will be negligible. Both
construction and operating impacts associated with the growth requiresments
due to workers and their families were considered in Section 8.5 F of the
dr3ft environmental statements.

I. Pub11c Part1c1pat10n

The application, ana1ysis, and proposed permit were made available for
public inspection at the EPA offices in Denver and the Utah Bureau of Air
Quality offices in Salt Lake City. The EPA analysis and proposed permit were
made available at the Millard County Clerk's office in Fillmore, Utah. A
public hearing was held on January 10, 1980, in Salt Lake City, A public
notice ragarding our proposed action was issued in the Salt Lake City Tribune
on Decamber 14, 1980, and the Millard County Chronicle on December 13, 19/9,
No comments were made during the public hearing. Three writtan cumnants were
received before the public comment period closed on January 17, 1980. These
comments were considered in the final permit and are summar1zad in the
sumnary of public comments (Appendix II of the permit).

On January 24, 1980, IPP requested that EPA delay issuance of the PSD
permit until it couid evaiuate certain conditions in the proposed parmit,
IPP requested a reopening of the public comment period so it could submit
additional material regarding the permit. A public notice was issued in the .
Millard County Chronicle on March 27, 1980, which reopened the comment period
until April 17, 1930, and gave notice of a meeting with IPP on April 10,
1980, to discuss certain conditions in the permit. Qne-hundred and ninety

three public comments were received and considered in the final perm1t.‘
These comments are also summarized in appendix I1 of the perm1t.

IP10_003611
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Comment la:

Response la:

Comment 2a:

Response 2az

Caomment 3a:

Response 3a:

Comment 4a:

Response 4a:

-

Comment Sa:.

Response Sa:

Coment Ga:

APPENDIX II

IPP Power Plant
Summary of Public Comments

The potential emission estimate for -NO, emissions of 98,198
tons per year appears to be very high.

Potential NO, emissions were estimated to be thosa that would
gecur 1f the burners were not designed for NOy control. The

EPA Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (AP-42) was
used to estimate uncontrolled (potential) NOy emission,

The application analysis stated that the height of the two main
stacks will be 750 feet. The height of the stacks was changed
Eo 710]feet when the project was relocatad from Salt Wash to

ynndyl. '

A correction has been.made,

The calculated SO emission rate was 0,155 pounds per millien
Btu's heat input. Shouldn't the allowable emission 1imit be
rounded off to Q.15 instead of 0.15.

Because of the tentative nature of the provided coal quality
data, the sensitivity of the estimated emission rate does not
warrant such exactness,

" The 90 percent reduction in S0p emission is redundant since

the emission rate is based on that amount of control.

The sulfur and Btu value of ¢oal will vary considerably. :
Operation of the control equipment in the most efficient manner
will result in variations in the emission rate byt can be' '
demonstrated by a constant emission reduction.

The optical density is a feature of the opacity measuring
device that does not Tend itself for continuous monitoring and
the requiraement should be deleted, -

A1l equipment manufacturers do have the capability of producing
an optical density output. 1t should be reported as a valua
averaged over about 1 hour,

Permit conditions should contain a general discussion as to
when the emission limits proposed are enforceable and when

- exemptions apply.

o138
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Response Ba:

Corment 7a:

Response 7a:

Comment 1lh:

-2

Changes have been made to the permit. Condition number (10)

was added to indicate exemptions,

EPA's decision to revise the proposed NOy emission limit

when burning bituminous coal from 0.6 to 0.5 pounds per
million Btu's heat input is more stringent than new source
performance standards (NSPS). Since IPP has recently commit-
ted itself to burning Utah bituminous coal, the NSPS emission
1imit of 0.8 pounds per million Btu's heat Tnput should remain
as the permit condition, -

It is EPA's responsibility to conduct a control technology

"review under the PSD regulatiaons which will determine what s

best available control technology (BACT) for each applicable
pollutant, BACT must be an emission 1imit based on the maxi-
mum degree of emission reduction which the Administrator, on a
case-by-case basis, determines is achievable for the souyrce.
In no case can a determination of BACT result in emissfons
which would exceed any applicable NSPS. Review of the pream-
ble to the NSPS in the Federal Register dated June 11, 1979,
made it clear that EPA had data available that would support
an emission limit of 0.5 pounds per million Btu's heat input
for coal burning boilers (pages 33586 and 33587). The
Adninistrator established a higher emission 1imit of 0.6
pounds per million Btu's for when bituminous cpals are burned
to reduce the potential for increased tube wastage during low
NOy operation. The severity of the tube wastage is believed
to vary with several factors, but especially with the sulfur
covitent of the coal burned. Bituminous coals with a low sul-
fur content should not experience this problem and, therefore,
the higher emission rate should not be needed to pravent
excessive boiler tube wastage. BACT for boilers burning. coal

“that would not experienca excessive tube wastage at Taow NOy

conditions should be an emission limit of -0.5 pounds per
million Btu's heat input. :

Information was later provided which showed that a Utah "B"
bituminous similar to what IPP will burn causes slagging probe
lems. This operational problem was solved by increasing the
excess air which increases NOy emissions. Memos from the

EPA Industrial Enviromental Research Laboratory and the EPA
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards confirm that the
Utah "B" bituminous can be burned in a manner to reduce
slagging and achieve a NO, amission limit of 0.550 1bs/106
Btu based on a 30-day ro1§ing average. The final BACT
decision for the NOy limit in the permit (0.55) reflects
consideration of a1l the above information and comments.

Coal fired plants now built can-clearly deposit acid precipie
tation on dry depasition greater than sulfuric acid. If the

LY
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Response 1b:

Comment Zb{

Response 2b:

Comment 1¢:

Response lc:

It - 3

synfuels program actually becomes operative in the coal bear-
ing section of Utah, our agricultural lands could become
permanently acidic. We are concerned not only about specific
plants such as IPP but combined totals and their effects.

One way to minimize the potential for acid precipitation is to
control sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions to the
maximum extent possible. This is one of the puyrposes of the
PSD regulations. Sources must install and operate eguipment

‘that will meet best available control emission limits. As
-aach new plant is proposed, it must be evaluated along with

existing plants to insure that no violations of air quality
standards will occur, EKPA has determined that IPP will mest
these requirements and, while acid precipitatfon is a growing
problam, a permit will be {issued betausae the required
regulation is met,

University of Montana botanist Clancy Gordon has demonstrated
damage to vegetation by pollution from coal fired plants in
Montana, I am concerned with the problem of projected state-
wide emissions and their effects on agriculture.

Some sites relatively close to the Colstrip power plant appear
to show changes in incidences of foliar pathologies, sulfur
concentrations, and fluoride concentrations. However, there
is no conclusive available evidence to support the contantion
that the emissions of Colstrip 1 and 2 are causing this,
Experiments conductad in 1978 to assess the long term conse-
quences of relatively low level chronic S0z exposure to

native grassland showed that the concentrations necessary to
have.a demonstrated effect ware 1-2 orders of magnitude
greater than thase observed near the Colstrip units, .

The maximum allowable SO2 concentrations permitted by the
PSD regulations will prevent IPP's emissions from reaching the
Tevel at which these effects have been demonstrated.

In order ta continue your fight to clean our air and protect
our health, I hope you will prevent the construction of any
new plants including IPP that will soil our ‘air, rufin our
enviromment, and endanger our health both physical and emo-
tional. I hope you will continue to demand that regulatiaong
be met and that we continue to improve.

The PSD regulations require that best available control tech-
nology he utilized to control emissions and that certain air
quality standards not be violated. EPA believes that IPP will
fulfill these requirements when they comply with the condi-
tions contained in the PSD permit.

-

-
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Corment 1d:

Responge 1d:

Comnent 2d:

Response 2d:

Comment 3d:
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Proposed permit condition (1)(c) requires compliance be
determined solely through use of continuous monitors. By

. implication then, this condition would not allow IPP to show

compliance through a combination of fuel tests and continuous
monitors. Without such a combination, IPP will be unable to
receive ¢redit for sulfur removed prior to or during
combustion. . .

Changes to condition (1){c) and the appendix III have been
made to allow credit for sulfur.removal. before the S07 flue
gas desulfurization systems. This sulfur ramoval can be
counted in the 90 percent reduction requirement in condition

(1)(b).

An emission 1imit in the PSD permit of 0.5 pounds per million
Btu's heat input for NOy emissions should nat be required
when the IPP plant is burning bituminous coal but the 0.6
pounds per million Btu's Timit required by new source perform-
ance standards (NSPS). Compliance with a NOy, smission 1imit
more stringent than the recently adopted NSP§ Timits could
introduce corrosion, tube wastage, and slagging problems.
These problems would affect boiler reliability, customer ser-
vice, and electrical rates.

The higher emission limit of 0.6 pounds per million Btu's was
allowed under NSPS because of c¢oncarn over the potential for
accelerated boiler tube wastage (i.e. corrosiong during Tow
NDy operation of boilars when burning coal that would creata
that problam, Evidence that the coal which IPP will burn
would cause this problem was used in the BACT evaluation.
Howsver, evidence is that the coal should not cause

accelerated baoiler tube wastage. The severity of tube wastage

is believed to increase directly with the sulfur content of
the coal burned, and IPP has projected that the sulfur content
of their coal will range between 0.44 and 0.78 pergent. This
is Tow in comparison to the typical bituminous coal for which
concern about accelerated tube wastags was expressed™in the
NSPS promulgation. The problem about excessive slagging
problems when burning the IPP ¢oal had not been expressed

earlier. It was, however, evaluated in the BACT determination.

The automatic revocations condition is inconsistant with the
intent underlying the ravisions to EPA's PSD regulations pro-
pased in September 1979, The proposed permit provides that it
will be automatically revoked if EPA determings that IPP's
“final plans" do not contain sufficient information "to permit
an independent evaluation of this systam," or if EPA deter-
mines that tha system will not achieve the emission limits set
forth in the PSD permit. See Response 7a.

"
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It should be emphasized that voiding a permit has'extremely

serious consequences. Not only would it requira reapplication
for a permit, but it would jeopardize the sources entitlement

-to the increments allocated to it as a result of the original

permit.

Region VIII, therefore, should not void the permit based on a
finding concerning the propesed applicatien of pollution con-
trol eguipment. Rather, as EPA has recognized in the past,
the appropriate remedy is to disapprove application of the
proposed contral technolagy if it is found that the proposed
system would not achieve the applicable emissfon limits. The
source then would be regquired to abtain approval of a new

" control system befora the facility could commence operation.

The PSD regulations seem to contemplate that no permit should
be issued at all until EPA obtains the information necessary
to determine that BACT will be applied, We have issued per-
mits to electric power plants without having the necessary v
information to know if BACT will be applied because of the
long Tead times needad for construction. We have included
conditions in the permit requiring that the necessary informa-
tion be required and gvaluated prior to on-site construction
of the plant., Region VIII does not ses the automatic
revocation condition as being inconsistent with the PSD regu-
Tations. If the control equimment information submitted with
the PSD application had been found inadequate or it had baeen

_determined that it would not achieve the BACT requirements, a

PSD permit would nat have been issued. We do not agree that
the plant should be allowed to commence construction without
having an emission control equipment design capable of meeting
the emission 1imits in the permit. The permit has been
changed to accomnodate due process concerns of [PP.

Condition (5) in the proposed permit requires IPP to “select"
the coal supply and to “finalize control equipment design®
before on-site construction of major equipment commences.
This sentence should be stricken because final selection of
all of the coal supplies for the first several years of plant
operation may not be completed before 1983-84, On-site
construction 1s scheduled to begin in 1981. IPP will identify
the range of coal quality to be used in conjunction with its
selaction of poliution control equipment. Information on coal
supplies will be reported as it becomes available., However,
to require that IPP purchase coal before commencing on-site
construction of major equipment is jmpractical. Similarly,
the requirement that control.equipment design be finalized
geﬁore on-site contruction of major equipment begins should be
eleted. ; S -
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Response 4d: This condition has been modified to require only approval of
the control equipment desi?n prior to on~site construction of
major equipment, Also, included is a reguirement that coal
shall not be burned which is incompatible with the control
equipment design.

Comment 5d: Condition (5) does not indicate what standards are to be
applied by the person reviewing the proposed equipment, how
that person is to judge adequacy of the equipment, who must
meet the burden of showing inadequacy, or how long the Region
may take in reviewing the. proposed equipment.

Response 5d: The standards to be used in reviewing the proposed equipment
is the same as required under the PSD requirements to deter-
mine that best available control technology will be appiied,
EPA will attempt to evaluate the system within 30 days. Howe
ever, EPA may decide to have an outside independent evaluation
done under a contract which would take longar. To insure that
“delays will not occur in the project, detailed information -
should be submitted as soon 3s possible.

Comment 6d: The continuous monitoring requirements in the permit can be
. required under EPA's statutory authority in Section 114 of the
Clean Alr Act. The monitoring requirements must meet the test
of reasonableness.

The monitor availability requirements proposed by Region VIII
in appendix III are far more stringent than those set forth in
the new NSPS regulations. The requirsments should, therefare,
be modified to conform to the NSPS regulations, which reflact
the Administrator's conclusions as to the type and amount of .
emission monitering that may reasonably be required of new

- source ownars. . . . _

The permit also requires that if continuous monitors do not
meet the prescribed availability requirements for two succes-
sive quarters, IPP must replace the monitors with no assurance
‘that the replacement system would meet the proposed availabil-
ity requirements. Again, the approach of the revised NSPS
should be followed,

Response 6d: Region VII EPA believes' the permit monitoring requirements do
meet the test of reasonablenass. It 1s our position that the
Region VIII permit monitoring requirements will not require
ditferent types or more emission monitoring equipment or more
sophisticated technology over that required by th NSPS regula-
tions. The state-of-art of emission monitoring does support

. L
L4 -
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Camtient 2e:
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the permit prescribed monitor availability requirements.
Furthermore, the 85% (annual)/75% (quarter) availability
requirement is not a 7irm Tixed standard as is the 55% monthly
availabiTity requirement of the NSPS. Section 60.13(e)(4)(ii)
of appendix IIl of the permit allows variances from the
availability requirements by allowing time periods of poor
instrument gvailability to not be counted for the purpese of
showing compliance with the 85%/75% 1imits. Thus, operators
acting in good faith can be excused from some of the-
requirements if the poor instrument availability can be docu~
mentad to have been caused by conditions beyond the ¢perator's
control. ' .

The requirements for annual certification of monftoring sys-

tems and certification in units of the standard are prasently

more stringent than NSPS requirements, However, EPA Head-

quarters is in progress of eventually implementing such

requirements on a national basis. We prefer that IPP meet the

?gge stringent requirements now as opposed to changing then .
er,

The draft _PSD permit would apparently limit IPP to

0.5 1b/106 Btu of NOy, regardless of coal type, even

though the NSPS for the bituminous coal to be fired is

0.6 1b/10° Btu. (Numerous additional statéments were made
regarding how the propeosed IPP coal is classified as bitumin-
ous coal gnd how NSPS limits for the coal should be

0.6 1b/10° Btu for NOx. Also, statements were made

regarding the Tack of any state-of-the-art advance in NOy
control since the revised NSPS were promulgated.)

See Response 7a.

There are saveral adverse operational effects associated with
the low NOy operating modes, including slagging, corrosion
(tube wastage), and reduced operating margin. Individual coals
may have properties which cause the adverse effects, but often
these effects are difficult to predict before actual
operations, '

Slagging potential increases in a reducing atmosphere due to
the lowering of the ash fusion ftemperature of most coals,
Calculation procedures usad by boiler manufacturers to deters

- mine furnace slagging and fouling potential were utilized for

two units referred to in the background document for NSPS and
then compared to actual experienced slagging conditions, Alse
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included was the calculation of slagging potential for IPP
type coal, The following table shows the results:

Calculated  Calculated .

| " Fouling  “§Tagging " “Experienced
Coal Type Potential  _Potential $laqging
Montana Sub-bit. *B" Low Low Moderate - Savere
(Colstrip 1 and 2) o
Utah 3it, “g® ... Severe Low Moderate - Severe
{Huntington Canyon) ‘
IPP Bit *B High Low - CON/A

As these results indicate, the existing methods for calgulating
slagging potential are inadequata; even for boilaers designed to
firg the coals which are being burned, the amount of slagging
experiences is high. The normal method to control slagging is
to increase the excess oxygen, which in turn will raise NOy
emissions, Slagging problems gurrently exist for boilers
dasigned to meet the 0.7 1b/10° Bty NOy limitation; further
problems of this nature can be expecteé to oceur as the Timit
for bituminous coal is lowered to 0.4 1b/10% Btu (new NSPS).

To achieve a limitation of 0.5 1b/106 Btu with bituminous

coal, 1n the absence of operating data js beyond the prssent
technical Timits on the industry.

zf;&i

s -

Commant 3e: Another consideration in evaluating the side effects of low

NOx operation is the potential for in¢reased corrosion or
tube wastage.

Response 3e:  See Response 7a.
Comment 1f: An evaluation of the air quality impact by the State of Utah

which included all particulate emission sources (including Tow
Tevel fugitive emissions which were not included in the air

»
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Response 2e:  See Rasponse 7a. The Huntington Canyon unit, designed in the 'E )
early 70's, was tested to evaluate the performance of NS
tangentjally fired units firing westarn bituminous coal. "y
Results of the testing showad NO, emissions ranging from-0.44 ¥ L
to 0.58 1b/106 Btu with a 30-day average of 0.54. The i ot
applicable NO, emissions 1imit for this plant i3 0.7 1b/106 i
Btu. Information contained in EPA NSPS background document 4 43
450/2-78-005a (page 6-2) states that some new burner designs b ji
will permit furnaces to be maintained in an oxidizing environ- 3
ment and will thus minimize potential for slagging at Tow N0, % 4
operation, 2"
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quality analysis conducted by EPA and the IPP contractor)
indicated vialations of ‘the PSD Class Il increments and the

National Ambient Air Quality Standards {(NAAQS) off IPP

property. . Additional information needed from IPP would enable.
better emission astimates to be made which might indicate that
PSD and NAAQS standard would not be violated, : -

Subsequent to this analysis, IPP provided (via contract with
Stearns-Roger) revised fugitive emissjon estimates. These data
were reviewed by EPA and compared to PEDCo estimates. EPA
selected the most representative emission rates for each fugie
tive source (EPA memo dated 5/4/80). These revised emission
rates were used to recompute each source's contribution, and .
the final concentration at each receptor on the Utah Vailay
Model output was scaled by a factor of 0.3572. This modeling
effort assumed that the particulate emissions act as a gas.
Recognizing the fact that the larger particles will not remain
suspended but will settle out over a distance, we made esti-
mates of what portion of the fugitive emissions from the coal
storage piles and coal conveying and transfer operations would
settle out before reaching the plant boundary. The settled out
fraction was deducted from the modaled cencentrations and
showed that the annual TSP Class II increment would not be
violated. The background concentration when added to the cal-
tulated increment concentrations showed that NAAQS will not be
threatened., o

Other major sources such as Martin Marietta must be included in
the modeling to access compliance with PSD increments and NAAQS.

The Valley screening technique was used to determine the inter-
action of IPP and Martin Marietta (Memo to Martin Marietta File
dated April 29, 1980), This modeling effort showed no signifi-
cant impact, and it is highly probable that the combined annual
impact will also be insignificant.
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Comment 1g:

Rasgonse 1lg:
Comment 2g:

Resvonse 2q:

tomment'39:
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The Lynndy! area and the surrounding areas are vital to supply
the consumers in the State of Utah with products such as
fruit, grain, silage, and dajry products, Pollutants from a
plant the size of IPP would be very detrimentsl, if not
totally damaging, to the area.

Sge Responszs.ib. 2b, and lc.

Acid rain resulting from the burning of coal causes savere
damage to crops, streams and lakes hundreds of miles from the
emitting source. The existing ¢lean air standard which
governs certain pollutants does not really give us protection
against acid rain which is formed when sulfur and nitrogen
oxide emissions combine with moisture in the atmosphere, It

"then falls to earth as sulfuric acid and nitric acid in rain,

$now, and dust. Records show this problem has greatly
increased in New York destroying some 170 lakes. Scientists
at the present time are accumulating evidence of mounting

damage from acid rain to soil, forests, crops, and buildings.

EPA is concerned about acid rain problams, Additional
knowledge and authority are needed before proper emission
1imits can be established to gliminate the problem. Acid rain
problems have been observed downwind of sourees burning high

sulfur cpal with little or no emission controls. EFA has the

authority under the PSD regulations to minimize $0s and | .
NOy emissions by requiring best available control technology
(BACT) for plants burning low sulfur coal. The BACT
requirements {n the IPP permit are more stringent than new
source performance standards (NSPS). NSPS for 50o would
require 70 percent control for the IPP plant whila BACT .
requires 90 percent control NSPS for NOy would allow

0.6 1bs/108 Btu while BACT for IPP requires 0.55 1bs/106

The site for construction and operation of the 3,000 megawatt
IPP plant near Lynndyl was proposed disregarding th& fact that
it would pallute an area ideally suited for agriculture. The
alternative site in Wayne County is not a suitable agricul-
tural area but does have the coal and water needed for the
plant without depriving an agricultural area of water neces-
sary to produce craops. ATl of these plus factors were ignored
for the Wayne County site., This site was rejected because
pollution would affect the Class I air quality at Capitol Reef
National Park for only 12 to 34 days per year,

Bo27
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Camment 1lh:
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See Reponsa 1lb, 2b, and lec. The Wayne County site indicated
problems in complying with the PSD regulations.” IPP and the
State of Utah decided no significant pollution is anticipated
at the Lynndyl site,

'Regien VIII personnel referred to the statement in the pre-

amble to the proposed NOy standards that high-sulfur eastern
coal generally causes more Severe tube wastage than Towssulfur
western coal, 43 Fed, Reg. 42171 (1978). This language,. it
was suggested, may support the conclusion that sulfur content

- "should determine the NOy 1imit and that, therefore, those
. using low=sulfur western bituminous coals should meet a 0.5

1bs/108 Btu 1imit, We do not beliave 1t would be proper for
the Region to reach such a conclusion. A summary of the
reasons provided in the Hunton and Williams letter dated April
17, 1980, are as follows:

(1) EPA established the standards on the basis of coal
¢lassification (bituminous vs. subbituminous) and not on
sulfur content.

(2) The IPP range of coal quality has properties similar to
same eastern coals that ware considered by EPA in
formulating the standards. They did not separate the
standards on the basis of sulfur content. .

(3) @iven the absence of new information supporting lower
NO, limits on low sulfur bituminous coals, Region VIII
mus¥ define BACT as 0.6 Tbs/106 Btu for bituminous
coals. :

(4) Compliance with a NO, emission limit more stringent
than the recently adopted NSPS l1imits could introduce
corrosion, slagging, and other problems.

The references referred to by Region VII] personnel were the
preamble to the fimal NO, new source performance stindards
(34 Fed, Reg. 33586 and 33587 on June 11, 1979) and the backe
ground information dacument for proposed NOy, emission
standards (EPA-450/2-78-005a2 dated July 1978). A reading of
the two pages in the preamble clearly states the reason why a
0.5 1bs/106 gtu emission limit was not established for both
bituminous and subbituminous coals. The following statements
are extracted from the preamble: “The severity of tube
wastage is believed to vary with several factors, but
especially with the sulfur contant of the coal burned.* “. . .,
the combustion of high-sulfur bituminous coal appears to

t
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Comment 2h:

Resgohse 2h:

Comment 3h:-
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aggravate tube wastage, particularly if {t s burned in a
raducing atmosphere,” "Thus, some concern still exists over
potentially greater tube wastage during low-NOy operations
when high-sulfur coals are burned. Since bituminous coals
often have high-sulfur contents, the Administrator has estabe
lishad a special emission 1imit for bituminous cpals to reduce
the potential:-for increased tube wastage during low-NOy
operation.” *®, . . CE has stated that it would guarantee its
new boilers, when equipped with overfire air, to achieve the
0.6 1bs/106 Btu heat input 1imit without tube wastage rates
when eastern bituminous ¢oals are burned.” "B&W has noted in
saveral recent technical papers that its new loweemission
burners allow the furnace to be maintained in an oxidizing
atmogphere, thereby reducing the potential for tube wastage
when high-sulfur bituminous coals are buyrned." See

Response 7a for additional jusitification of the ,55 NOy
Timit, _ '
Some recommended language was suggested to modify condition
(5) in the proposed permit. Under the terms of the recome
manded changes and other conditions in the draft permit, IPP
cannot burn a c¢oal which would be incompatible with the air
pollution control equipment or the emission rates. IPP must
provide the coal quality data as indicted in the draft permit
conditions, as well as the coal quality specification range
for the air pollution control equipment, as it becomes
available. - I

. Condition (5) in the final permit was modified to alleviate

IPP's concerns but will insure EPA's approval of the control
equipment design prior to one-site construction of major
equipment, .

IPP maintains that the CEM requirements as contained in
appendix III are more restrictive than CEM requirements in the
new source performance standards (NSPS), Section 169 of the
Clean Air Act permits EPA to set emission limits more strine

- gent than applicable NSPS when it is justified by significant

new information or developments in control technology capa-
bilities. The Administrator's determination as to the amount
of monitoring which can reasonable be required of a source is
not subject to the exception in section . 1658. The NSPS rule-
making reflects the amount of monitoring which the Agency may
reasonable require,

See Response 6d. Appendix III requirements include monitor
availability Timitations which are not more restrictive than
NSPS because of the provisions under which poor data availa-
bility may be excused by the Administrator, EPA believes that
appendix [Il provides clarifications to the NSPS requirements
which will serve to guarantee their enforceability,

»y
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Comment_Sh:

Response bHh;

Comment 6h:

Responte §h:

Comment 7h:

Rasponse 7h:
Comment 8h:

Response 8h:

Comment 9h:

II -13

At the April 10, 1980, meeting, it was generally agreed that
the term "production waighted average" should be stricken
wherever it appears in appandix II] and replaced with the term
»arithmetic average."” Also, that the final sentence of
60.46(2)(g) should be stricken.

Condition (4).was modified to eliminate the production
weighted averages from appendix III for the IPP permit and the
final sentence of 50,45{a)(g) was removed. :

60.13(a)(4) should be expanded to afford procedures for use in
the event of a negative determination by the Administrator.

EPA has incorporated Tanguage to accomodate IPP's congerns.

No reference is made regarding the inclusion of soot blowing
during the Reference Method sourca test of NSPS. 1%t should
not be required until the EPA Administrator has developed a
position on how it should be handled,

EPA has established a technique for including soot blowing
during source testing and it is to be applied during all
performance tests.

A performance test as defined by the NSPS is a 30-day rolling
average. Appendix III requires that all performance tests be
run at or above 90 percent of maximum production which
conflicts with NSPS and makes no sense from a practical
standpoint.

Appendix III was modified to correct this problem.
NSPS allow caleulational procedures ta be used to determine

compliance with emission 1imits when less. than 100 percent of
the data which could be collectad is available, NSPS permit

_use of continuous monitor and reference method test data in

performing these calculational procedures. Appendix III would
provide that reference method tests could be used only to
demonstrate emission levels during the actual period of the
test (60.8(g)).

The use of reference method tests in the permit is allowed to
augnent the required CEM data as provided for in NSPS. Use of
reference method testing for compiiance can only be valid for
the periods of testing due to load and control efficiency
fluctuations normally expected during such periods.

The monitor availability requirements in appendix III are not
consistent with provisions in NSPS regulations. - To the extent
that appendix ILI requirements are inconsistent with NSPS,
they should be changed or deleted. "

-w vvw
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CEM averaging requiraments are consistent with the 30-day
requirements in NSPS primarily because operators acting in
good faith can be excusad if poor instrument availability can
be documented to have been caused by conditions beyond. the. -
operator's control. If CEM equipment is designed and operateq
to attain 55 percent availability monthly, 1t will achigve
much greater availability for longer averaging times
(quarterly and annually), See Response 6d.

EPA's intended use of significant digits in the emission
Timits by adding a zero as the final digit could be accom-
plishad more clearly by adding the phrase *not to be exceaded®
to the specified emission limits..

The addition of a zero to the emission limits is done to

indicate that permissible emissions are those below the stated
1imit. This is consistant with the EPA enforcement policy.

IP10_003625
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—~ Comentor Ho. Commentor " Date

a James H. Anthony N N 1-10-80
Intermountain Power Project B - :

b Jane Whalen ) 1-15-80

‘ Southwests Resource Counc11

c " Lionel E. Weeks, M.D. | 1-14-80

d F. William Brownell ' 4-01-80
Hunton and Williams

[ Lowell L. Smith and Davwd A. Baker 4-01-80
KVB for IPP .

f Alvin E. Rickers ' 4-14-80
Utah Division of Environmental Health

g 193 letters from the general public 4-10/4-17-80
Henry W. Nickel | 4-17-80 -

Hunton and Williams
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APPENDIX IIT.

Continuous Emission Monitoring (CEM) Revision to 40 CFR Part 60

Subparts A and 0Da, and Appendix B for _

Direct Determination of Compliiance Status with PSD Permits
Applicable to Fossil Fuel-Fired Steam Generators .

60.1 Expand to include:

(a)

60.7(a)(5)
§0.7(c)

60.7(c)(1)

For purposes of this PSD permit, the existing provi-
sions of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart Oa (FR Vol, 44,

" No, 113, pps. 33580 - 33624, June 11, 1979) are
applicable, as well as all General Provisions under 40
CFR 60, and the provisions of 40 CFR, Part 60,
appendix B, as amended, (FR Vol 40 No. 194, pps 46240
- 46271, October 6, 1975). Certain portions of these
provisions are modified and applicable to the facility
affected hy this PSD permit. These modifications '
include: (1) deletions, (2) replacement, and (3)
expansion of portions of the existing provisions of 40
CFR, Part 60, subparts A and Da, and appendix 8.

Delete "30" and insert "45",

Add at end, *unless otherwise approved or changed by
the Administrator.”

Add at end: "The magnitude of all emissions and
parameters. as required as defined in 40 CFR 60,
Subpart Da, shal)l be reported in a sumnary form by
cause and range of magnitudg above the applicable
emission limitations of this permit, begimning &t
midnight, the first day of.each calendar quarter, as
given in Table II. A more-detailed and compreshensive
format for report of ather information will be made
available upon request. Range Z is to be used when
systems have negative bias as demonstrated.during any
performance specification test under 60,13. Violations
of any 30-day requirement will be listed for each day
when the requirement was not met.

60.7(c) Expand to include:

(c)(5)

(e)(8)

The weekly average of seven daily zero and calibration
drift values for each week of the quartar for esach
calibration point (zero and upscale) for each monitor
required under Subpart Da, as computed according to
pa:%gggph 7.2.4, specification 2, of appendix B,

pa . '

Date, time and initial calibration values of each
required calibration adjustmant made on any monitor -
unit during the guarter, including any time which the
monitor was removed or otherwise inoperable for any
reason, including reason why.

4033
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(c){7) The date and results summary of each performance or other
avaluation of any portion of the monitoring system during
the quarter.

el "

(c)(8) The percent (%) of on-line availability time by week for
each modular unit (the total equipment necessary to deter-
mine the value of a single emigsion parametsr,

e.g. NOy-ppm) under 60.13(e)(4), 60.47 a(f), and 60.49a
and as required In the applicable subpart, as well as a
description of down time under 60.7(c){(3) and table III.

~ (c)(9) A1l conversion values used to derive the 24-hour and/or

.30-day emissjons or percent reduction for S0z and NOy,
which include, but are not Timited to: <temperature and/or
velocity or volumetric flow rata of stack gases, diluent,
moisture, ppm, 100 Btu per hour (from heat rate curve),
and megawatt production.

(¢}(11) The production-weighted average percent reduction {SOz
only) and emissions of S0p and NOy for the 30
consecutive boiler-operating days prior to each day of the
reporting quarter,

(¢)(12) Other information as included in the format for the Excess
Emission Report (EER), table I of this paragraph, as per
instructions of Tab A, Additional format guidance is
available upon request,

Expand to include after “inspection.” in line 14: "The Fi1§ shalT
also include a record of: :

(1) The weekly (specify as received or as fired composites)
average Btu per pound and- average sulfur and ash content of
coal expressed as pounds of sulfur {or ash) per millien
Btu, including assumptions for later pyrite rejection and
bottom ash removal. Sampling and analysis shall be done in

. accordance with acceptable methods prescribed by ASTM.

(2) A11 conversion values used to derive the 24-hour and 30-day
values for S0z and NOx, which include, but are not

limitad tQ: temperature and/or velocity or volgmetric flow

rate of svack gasss, diluent, moisture, ppm, 100 Btu per
hour (from heat rate curve), and megawatt production.”

Expand at end to include: ™A1l excess emissions in Magnitude
Ranges C (opacity only), D, and E shall be reported to the Adninis=
trator within twenty one (21) days according to the procedures of
this section. OQpacity excesses need not be included unless they
had persisted for at least twelve (12) minutes.”

IP10_003628
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60.7

60.8(a)

60.8(b)

§0.8(¢)

80.8(d)

1II - 3

Expand to include:

() When the system output in units of the standard is docu~
mented to have any negative bias during any series of
test{s) done under 60.13, then all values equal to or
greater than 80 percent of the applicable emission limita.
tion of this permit shall be reportad under 60.7(c)(1).
This shall be done with a designation of “Range Z*, as on
table I. The reviewing agency will then take into account
the document bias [negative and positive) of the system,
and evaluate compliance aceordingly. . 2 ;

-(g9) Quarterly reports shoyld be submitted on ﬁagnetic tape and

in a format approved by the Administrator to the maximum
axtent possibie,

‘Deleta entire paragraph and insert: "Within 180 days after achiev~

ing the maximum production rate at which the facility will be oper-
ated, but not later than 180 days after the first date which the
facility supplies electrical power to the grid on a2 commercial
basis, and at such other times as may be required by the Adminige
trator under the Act, the owner or operator of such faeility shall
complete performance test(s), described in 60.46a, demonstrating
compliance of the facility with the applicable emission limitations
of this permit. A written report of the results of such performe
ance test(s) shall be furnished to tha Administrator within 6Q days
of the commencement of such test(s)," :

Expand at end to include:r “Continuous monitoring shall be used for
compliance with S0z and NOy emission limits, and may be used

for compliance witﬁ opacity Timits. At least four (4) runs,

2 hours each, shall be conducted for compliance with particulate
Timitations.

Delete. from Tine 2: “under such® and insert "at or ahove 90 per~
cent of maximum produetion, based on megawatt hours, or at other®,

Delate "“30" and insert *45." Expand at end to include: ~ “For
particulate tests, two (2) runs of the four (4) shall include at
least one (1) hour of soot blowing of the air preheaters (unless
continuous soot blowing is normally employed, and employed during
each test., The average emission shall be calculated based on the
proper ratio of normal operating time for the soot blowing and
non-soot blowing.”

Expand to include:

(e)(5) “For purposes of efficiently and expeditiously facilitating
the tests, on-site analysis,; results calculation, and
preliminary reporting of SOo emissions during all certi-
fication or performance tests under 60.8(a) and 60.13(c)
unless demonstrated 30 days in advance to be an unnecessary
hardship. Previous history of procedures doas not consti-
tute hardship." ' '

IP10_003629
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60.11(a)

60.13(b)

60.13(c)

60.13(d)
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(g) Any refererice method, manual-type test conducted under this
section shall be used only to demonstrate emission laevels
during the actual period of the test.

Delete entire paragraph and insert: "(a) Compliancae with particu-
late emission 1imits shall be performance tests under 60.8.
Compliance with all SOz and NOy emission 1imits shall be the
continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system installed and certified
under 60.13. Emission Timits for opacity shall be continuously

- evaluated for compliance using CEM data. Compliance with percent

reduction requirements for S0, may be based on combined data from
CEM and fuel monitoring.” ‘

After “prior", delete "to conducting performance tests under
60.8.", -and insert, "to the day which the facility achieves maximum
production rate and the day which the facility operates on a com-
mercial basis.” : '

'De1ete, “or within 30 days thereafter.” Also include in 1ine 9

after “60 days thereof“: "after the commencement of such '
evaluation unless otherwise approved by the Administrator.”

(e¢)(1) Insert after “appendfx B": "as revised herein for the -
purposes of this permit and at the production load as
specified under 60.8(c¢)."

(c){a) Expand at end to include: "Continuous emission monitoring
systems listed within this paragraph shall be re-evaluated
at least once during any 12 calendar months in-accordance
and demonstrate acceptability with the requirements and
procedures for determination of zero and calibration .drift
(2-hour and 24-hour), accuracy error, and calibration error
of measyrements contained in the applicable performance
specification of appendix B, as revised for this permit, or
as prescribed by the Administrator. Reporting shall be
according to 60.13(c)." ,

Delete from line 4, “check” and insert "shall determine the
quantitative values for baoth".

(d)(1) Delete "as near the probe as 1s'practica1." and insert “at
least at the root of the probe, unless otherwise approved
by the Administrator.”

Delete the entire second sentence beginning on line 6.

Deleta the entire fourth and fifth sentences beginning on
Tines 14 and 20, beginning with "Every six, . ." and "The
gases., . ." respectively, and insert in place: “Each span
and zero gas «cylinder or cell used in any monitoring system
shall be initially analyzed not more than six (6) months
prior to use in accordance with EPA Protocol Number One for

IP10_003630



60.13(e)

-

= wuewm wmww wwa wwoe w

W vwv i

Il -5

certifying values in compressed gas cylindars. This proto-
col requires specific traceability to NBS Standard

Refarence Matarials (SRM's) and 1s available from £PA upon

requast, . The owner or Gperator-shall-supply to the Admine

“istrator within 21 days of the commencement of use of such

cylinder(s) or call(s), verification and certification
using specific EPA protocol., The owner or operator of an

. affected facility shall provide the Administrator 30 days

prior notice of 'such an analysis of replacement gas sup-
plies to afford the Administrator the opportunity to have
an observer present.”

Expand at end %o includa:

(e)(4)

(e)(4)(1)

(e){4)(i1)

Each monitor modular unit (i.e., each of the follawing

systam components as a unit: Opacity, S0z. NOy,

diluent, and data handling units) of a continuous emission
monitoring system as required under 60.13 and 60.47a shall
attain a minimal annual (the four quarters of a calendar .
year) on-line availability time of 85 percent and a minimal
quarterly availability time of 75 percent for each indi~
vidual quarter. Should any given yearly or gquarterly -
availability time For any given monitor module unit(s) drop

.below thesa respective limits, the owner or operator shall,

within 40 days (unless ownar.can demonstrate that Tate
delivery was beyond his control) of the end of the first
unexcused year or quarter in question, cause to be delive
ered to the facility site operable, factory tested and
compatible monitor module(s) (entire component unit) able
to replace the monitor module unit(s) which had unaccept-
able availability times, unless the owner or operator can
document and excuse the unacceptable performance to the
satisfaction of the Administrator, within thirty (30) cal-
endar days of the end of such year or quarter, as provided
for in 60.13(e)(4)(i1), X

The data reported under the provisions of 60.49%a(¢) shall
not be countad for purposes of showing compliance with
(e)(4) above.

Documentation of such an excuse shall include at least one
(1) of the following and shall be submitted in writing,
including all supporting documents:. . .

- L That the reason for the poor specific availability

time had not causad another previous occurrence of
unacceptable availability within the last two
years, and the reason for the particular
unavailability.in question will be prevented in
the future by a morae effective maintenance/parts
inventory program, or
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2. That the entire system is once again fully operable
— and has been for at least 7 continuous days immedi-
‘ately prior to the report, and parts (as applicable)

“which had failed are in stock-at-the facility, or -

3. The excusaed period of unacceptable availability is a
. period during which the provisions of 60.13(e)(4) were
not met primarily because a component or modular unit
- of the monitoring system had malfunctionad, and this
- malfunction could not have reasonably been anticipated
by the owner or operator to have occurred. An accur-
rence of a malfunction which could not have reasonably
been anticipated to occur is a condition of improper
operation of the component or modular unit which (in
~view of tha past experiences of either the vendor or
the operator in operating such equipment of the spec-
ific type) had not occurred with enough frequency in
the past, such that an operator in compliance with the
provisions of 60.13(e)(4) of this paragraph could have
taken the necessary steps (parts inventory, vendor
delivery, and/or trained maintenance personnel, etg,)
to be able to resolve such a malfunction condition and
provide system availability times as provided for in
60.13(a)(4) above. A condition of improper operation
for which the vendor normally, (a) stocks necessary
repair parts, etec, (b) itemizes such necessary parts
S’ on any suggested parts inventory 1ist for the user, or
’ (¢) suggests periodic preventive maintenance checks in
order to check. for such improper operation, will be a
condition which could have been reasonably anticipatad
by the owner or operator, and therefore, will not be
excused, . N :

- (e){4)(111) Availability time may be recalculated by the Administrator
after excluding any unavailability period(s), excused under
. this section,

(e)(5) Within 30 days after the Administrator notifies the owner
. - or operator (using reports subnmitted.under 60.7) that two
non-averlapping periods of unexcused, unacceptable system
availability (yearly, quarterly, or combination) have
occurred, and the provisions of 60.13(e)(4) have not been
met, then the ownér or operator shall install, calibrate,
operate, maintain, and report.emigsion data using the
second compatible module unit(s) then on the facility site,
delivered under 60.13(e)(4), unless the condition under
60.13(e)(4)(11)(2) 1s documented by the owner ar operator
within 30 days of the aend of the year or quarter to be
applicable. B .
(e)(§) Within 80 days of the date of installation under Section
. 60.13(e)(5), the owner.or operator of the affected facility

N !
shall complete a full performance evaluation of the entire
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60.13(h)

80.4la

60.43a{a)
- (2)

60.43a(a)
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-

60.46a(;)

60.46a(f)
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continuous menitoring systam for that pollutant under 60.13(c)
as revised herein, showing acceptability of the system in
question according to appendix B as revised for this permit,
unless the module unit in question was the data handiing unit
alone, Within 30 days-of-the commencement.of such evaluations
tests, the owner or operator shall furnish to the Administra-

. tor a minimum of two copies of a complete written report of
such evdlyation and test conducted above, demonstrating
acceptability of the system according to 60.13 as amendad
herein. If the performance of any other module unit is
affected by the unit in question, then these other unit(s)
shall be reevaluated as well, ’

In the third sentence after ". . . opacity®, insert the following
“and fuel monitoring”. .

At the end, delete the definition of Boiler Operating Day. . .

“and insert after "period during which", the following: "“the

facility produced at least 50% of the maximum electrical power
which 15 possible when operating at maximum production for
24 continuous hours."

Delete *30" and insert "10", and dalete *70" and insert "90".

Expand to include: "(3)65 ng/J(0.150 1b/million 8tu) heat input,
based on the production-weighted average emissions of any
30 consecutive boiler operating days.®

Insert after "under® in line 3, "60.43a(3)(1) and (a)(2) of".

Insert at end: "Compliance with the emission limitation under
60.43a(a) of this section is determined by calculating the -
production-weighted average emissions for any averaging period from
the individual hourly values, for each hour during which production
was maintained. '

Insert after "60.43a*, "(a)(1) and (a)(2)", and insert at end:
*Compliance with all requirements under 60.43a shall be as provided
for under 60.43a(a)(g)".

Insert after "§0.43a", "(a)(1l) and (a)(2)".

In the third {last) sentance, delete "first® and insert "last";
also, delete “60" and insert "180"; and delete "initial startup of
tha facility.” and insert: "the first date which the facility
supplies electrical power to the electrical grid system on a
comnercial basis. On each of the 30 successive boiler operating .
days of the above perfarmanca tests, the facility shall demonstrate
compliance with the limitations under 60.43a(a)(3)."

-
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60.46a(g)

60.46a

60.47a(e)

60.47a(f)
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60.47a(g)

60.47a(h)
v60.47a(i)
(2)

&.47a(1)
(4)

as necessary to mest tha conditions of this permit.*
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Expand ta include: "(i): The method of caleulating the emission
valuyes for the requirements under 60.43a, and 60.443 and other
applicable, provisions of this permit shall be the F-factor method,
as related to production level (megawatts)., The haat rate curve

wWill be verified and may be revised by EPA in reviewing plant

production and fuel records during the first 24 manths of normal
operation according to coal quality and production., Calculations
are made using the individual values, properly weighting these
values, ralative to the production level at the time when the value

was recorded,”

Aftar “(b), (c)*, insert “(j),".

Expand at end to include: "In addition, the avai1abf1i£y require-
ments under 60.13(e)(4)~(6) will also be met."

In the first santence, line 5, delete "wili" and insert, "may, for
the purposes of meeting the availability requirements under ~
60.13(e){4)-(6),". Also expand at end to include: *, or more data
_ \8foq « B 2S5,
Expand at end to include: ™If this amount of data (55%) 1s not
collected for each 30 successive boiler-operating days, using
efither the provisions of this paragraph or other methods acceptable
to the Administrator, then the owner or operator shall not be
considered in compliance with this section. The provisions of
60.13(e)(4) do not apply to these data requirements under
60.47a(f).*

Expand at end to include: "The l-hour averages used to calculate
emission rates under 60.43a(2)(3) as specified in 60.464(g) are

expressed in pounds per million Btu heat input, which are then
aritmmetically averaged for each production hour for a specific

day'"
Delete "will" and insert "may".

Insert after “nitrogen oxides": "or EPA Protocol Number One".

Delete "(b)" and insert "(i)".

4
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Delete the remainder of the sentence following: " . . . the outlet
of the sulfur dioxide control device is” and insért aftgr: “device
is,” the following: "250 ppm, or as otherwise specified by the
Administrator.”

Exband at end to include:

(3): The owner or operator of an affectad facility shall install,
calibrate, maintain, and operate continuous monitoring systems, and
racord the output of the systems, for determining: 1) The total
amount of electrical power (MWH) produced each hour of each day; . ..
2) the approximate amount (not necessarily a mgasurement.va1ue5 of
moisture in the stack, if moisture is added to the system after the
economizer; 3) the total volumetric flow rate of gas to the
atmosphera. This may be related to the design (or EPA-verified)
heat rate curve and the EPA F-factor and tied to the production
monitor above, taking into account temperature, pressure, and

extess afr,

Delete: "(329% )" and insert: “(320°F)".

Insert in the first sentence after “60.47a", the following: “and
60.13(e)", and after " , . . 30 successive boilar operating days”,
the following: "or if the requirements of 60.13(e)(4)-(6) are not
met solely by the CEM system,", '

Perfonuénce Spacification.2 == SO» and NO. Stack Monitors

Delete: “concentration®, and insert in place: “emission in units
of the standard."

Insert after "units," "or emissions in units of the standard.®

Deleta: “concentration" from lines 4 and 8, and insert "“emission™

in both places.

Insert after "wall® "as determined by Method 6 or 7 testing or as
approve§ by the Administrator | ~
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Conditioning Period. A minimum period of time, as noted in
60.13(b)(1), prior to the performance tests of 60.8 and 60.13(c¢)
during which the entire continuous monitoring system shall be
operated according to paragraph 6.2.1. of this specification.®

Table 2-1 of paragraph 5 i3 ravisad to deleta accuracy specifica-

tion number 1 and include:
l.a. Combined Accuracy Error
and Precision Error..c.eceee

1.b. Precision {confidance
i.nterva1)0....'..l."0

z. 'ca]ibration Error""l LR

4. Zero Drift (24h)'...
5. Calibration Drift (24h)'....
Delete the last sentence and ingert:

accomplished in the field during the
prior to the relative aceuracy tests

< 20 pct (absolute value)
the mean emission value of the
reference method test data,

< 10 pct (absoluta value) of
The mean emission value from
reference method test data."

3.5 pct (each 50 and 90
percent of span

2 pét of span.
2 pct of span.
"Thig will be satisfactorily

operational test perioed, and
under paragraph 6.,2."

Expand at end to include: "During these tests, the facility shall
operate at a minimum of 90 percent maximum load, according to

60.8(c)."

In lines 31-36, delete the sentence:

YAccuracy is reported... -

mean reference method value.”, and insert in place: “Accuracy
error is reported as the absolute vaiue of the mean of the arith-
metic differences in emission values (in units of the standard)
expressed as a percentage of the mean reference method value,

* Precision error is reported as the absoluts value of the 95 percent’

confidence interval of the mean arithmetic differences in emission
values (in units of the standard), expressed as a percentage of. the

mean reference method value.” :

Figure 2-3, "Accuracy {and precision errors) Determination®, s
revised herein, according to Figures 2-3(a) and 2-3(h).

Expand at end to inchde: *The entire continuous monitoring system
shall perform and meet all specification of paragraph 5 within the
required time limitations of 60.3(a), 60.12(c), and 60,13(e)(6).”
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Forazt Scr Sources iz Regiom VIII® *

Sept. 30

vegquired informgcicn

(cirele on

Dec. 51

and

l.g abave:

Co2 v

IIf - 13
~ | TASLE T
. _QUARTZERLY ZEXCESS BMISSIONS REPCRT (E=R)
Far rossil rual-rirTed Jtead
Mizizum Requirements Under Section 60.7 (See Tas A)
Pazrt 1, This report includes all the
uader section 60.7 fov:
2. Quarsarly emissiaon reporting period endiag:
ﬁar. 31  Jume 30
vwee - — -bs PReporiing year:
wmmes = ~.Ge  Reparting date:
— A, Person comppleting report:
) comee ae- . .- @e Station name:
. teemccecmen s iemee e --. $o. Plant locatien:
N g. Persen responsibla Sor veview
- igtegrity of raper::
B. Mailing addrass 207 person ia
- .,;..-,..i. Phane zumbey for l-g, above:
Pars 2. Ins::umsnt Infa:m#ticn: Campleﬁgffor each ins:rq:e.::n.
. . a. Momitow type (circle ane) I
Qpacity S0z NOp Oy
b Ma-u=§c:urer:
c— ﬁ.';Modzl ae.:
€. Sexial no.:

—T 3 Vwm—— 5 n—-e .

Bare 5, BExcess emissiens (bvy pellucans

Inezallztion darve:

-t

Usa Tabla [I: Q9 not cemplate vor diluent menitars: attach

sasarana parrative ger inscruzsions.

Uga Zsrmas 2f Tazis 1!

for csmputar-producad reccres.  Alsa, inciude ozher informasian

23 reguired under &G.7.

”~
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Table T (Continued)
Parc 4, Conversion factors (as aspiicable for spacific systems)
a@. Diluent measuzed (02 or COz}). |
b, F-Factor value used '
- . 3, Published or developed
e e e ii. P, Fe, or Fw
€. Basis for gas measuvement datz (wWet or dry)
d. Zerc and Cal values used, by jnstrument: .
Opacity(%), S0z2(ppa) NOx(zpa) Diluent (4 or ppm -
. circle oms) -
v~ e+ Zero
—a Cal .
~— '
Part §. Centinuous Monitoring Systeam operation failures
e See Table III: Coaplet= one shaet for each monizer,
including dilusnt: attach separate zarTITIve jeT,
instructions.
Past §. Cerzificatien of :e;d}t iztegrity, by person in l-2,
. . _ above: . - _
7' tHIS.IS IO CEITIFY. THAT TO THZ BIZT OF MY KNCWLZZGEZ,.. .
- THE INFORMATION PROVIDED IN TSZ ABOVE REPCRT IS .
COMPLETE AND AGCURATE.: .. SR
NAME | |
SIGNATURS .
TITLE .
DASE
*Suggestan thda; for Subpars 2 and Ca saursas in: Caiaraéo, chtani,'narzh Nakcea,
L . : “ Scuin Jake=a, Utan, dyerming :

IP10_003640
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TABLE [ - Eycess Zmissione Summae bv Hesk Q@

-

Nzber of

Excess Zxission ¢ Percsnt .of . . §-Minuge Perices. - .
Rang= CateaoTy Exdssion Linit - During Dev ~ Resscn Cc_:a:_r_@

0y iﬁnﬂ;ds .Limizi

Excess Exission Percent of 4 -Hour ?er:'.ceé
Range Catagory  Exdssion Limdit During Yaat

100-125
126-150
151.175
176-228

» 228

e
066

Rezeon C.ﬂdés Q

(LI e

- et e e R

P e

memmrine G o o T 121135
- rminena '98 136-183
b3

0 W - v s wie - e

e = MO | Keak @ - . Limit

-2 .. 30-100 i .
e 101-108
cran B wmermien  ® - Y09-120

» 183

Numher of

Excess Eaission Percent of 24 -Hour Pericdg - o
. -Ranze C3tazery Exiszien Limit During Week Rezsen Coles

—t® 80-100

. | 101-108"
T | - 109-120
e ..-—--C-@ v . 12.1'135

13§-133

@086 6 80 ©

@ ... "> 155 - -

Format to be used in sutemacic data-handling gystems; . . . . ..o

A$ definad in 40 CFR &0, Da.” :

List in desganding order the FOUI most Irequent ccdes, by mumber, folicwad
in sasemsigses Ty mwber of cemurTengay of The rrescn.

To B2 rezorTad v systams with negative bizs In agmuricy {not osumtin
adscluse value), 25 docswenupd wmceT £0.13; s3e AQ.7. '

79 B2 vemoriad wWitiin cyenty-oue (21) ¢alendar days under 60.7(e)

Segin Suncmy muTning &t 2ISnighn; list date of wur-dmday stavting oha wesh,
List the day of the week:; el.g., Tus=sday, '

LA - T ] 2m -

Acdizioal infarmation required under 85.7,£0.13, and §0.2%2 shail se
sueplied in & format accaptzsle to the Adminisorszs

g

-y -wr.
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Continuous Monitaring System Overation Failuses

‘ - * L]
. .
N
- Tine*
... Date FProm - To
——————
"y
b )
S
p

Inscrumens

* Attagl narrative of czuses, etc.

.. Effect om
Inszrument Queout
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TAB A

Inscructions for Compiesiag the Quarctarly
Excess Eaissions Report (EER) for Fossil
Fuel Fired Steaa Gensrators

Complete a separate report for each instrument installed
under Part §0, Suopart fa(Table I)

Complets Pare 1, as shown--be sure to check she reporting
period. Indicate address and phome number of person(s)

responsible for repert walidicy. .

Submit information in Part 2, Subparts (a)-(a) for eazch
ingtrunent.

Use Table II ~  ° " as a guideline in Part 3 to report sll
.excess emissions ‘as defined in applicable subpart. Revost all
axcess emissions., Sequential nuabering of cach excess '
emirssion 1S recommended, On a gepavate sheet of pajer,
indicate in narritive farm for each excess emission (by
exczass emission number): (1) nature and cause, (2) tize
and durasion, and (3) the action takenr to resedy the ¢ogndi-
tion of excess emissions., If no excess emissions occur
during the quagter, you must $0 state.

: Use Reason Codes 1f done

.- o

au:amatically.

Complete Pert 4 £for each monitor except diluent, Stzgg the
value and type of F+factor used, e.g., F-9820 dses/10° BTU.
State whether you used the publishec value or developed
your owan value from ultimate fuel anzlyses. State the pTo-
cedure you usad for developing tiais rF~f3gtor; you mzy obtziz
a guideline faor this by contacting Jehn Floyd, EFA, Ragisn
VII1, Depver, (303) 837-4261, Indicate the basis Zor the
data~-dry or wet (aczual stack) conditions--5or both the
pellutant and diluent monitors. List the values~used
during tke quarter for your zero aad calibracion poiac
checks on each instrumentc. . . ,

Use Table III 25 a guide in Pavt 5 to 1list the tizes, dura- .
tions, and effect on data, of gll system upsets or mgl-
funections. Use 3 sepavate shees to explain in g aazracive
fora the datailed naturs and extent o ;roblems, repairs,
and/or adjustments comnected with these system £aiiures,

as wall as the action taxen T8 Tejurn tle systam 20 ITToReT
operation; iaclude calibration adjustz=ents i mace durizg

the quarser, Make additional coplies of Table III, as nasdad,

-

Have the perscn ia éhxgge_cf The oSvarall system and Tspavsiag
certizy Tae vallcity o the veport By signing ix Fart 8.

The coupuzar-produced squivalany <o Tabl
be scceptable. ATl regorts and nocvificaticn

foilaws: Jireetar, Infcrcemens Sivisien, USZ?
Danver, Colorads 20295 Ages: Roxann VYarzza

-l - r a L]
iy 1365 Lincgie Sz, ¢

s, J?nore, 353-2€37-23Z0

2
§: 17 b8 Faruarses as
{
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